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Background
DialogL]c  is a utopian word, a newly resurrected god-term invoking cc)]]llllul~icatio~~,
conlnlL]nion,  community, democracy, affirmation, voice. It is not surprising that the
concept of dialogue has found its way into the corporate workplace, as WC1l  as into many
other institutions and practices of Western modernity.

I.ast spring at an l~A confercncc,  Bill lssacs  of MIT, M’11o is argu:ib]y dialogue’s prcmicrc
exponent, championed dialogue as an essential tool of inquiry for the. learning organi~ation-
-crucial in [oday ’s business culture when, as hc claims, “all organi~,ations  can really offer
their cmployccs  anymwc is a lcaming  ethic” ( 1 995; scc also lssacs,  1 993).

IS dialogue the 1 labcrmasian  ideal speech situation for today’s workp]acc?  A number of us
who heard lssacs  speak raiscci objections to several of his c]ailns: Participation in a public
cxplor~itim of personal assumptions rcqLlircs  a high levc] of trust and psychological health,
lssacs’ grounding of dialogue in scicncc  rather than in social c(J~~strLlctio]~islll  troubled
some of LIS, and others of us who had seen the backhal Id of power follow through when
the dialogue was over sLlggcsted that dialogue is a wondcrfLd  thil~~, cxccpt for its
COllSCqLICllCCS. Many of us felt that the jury was still out--no onc rcal]y knows whether
dialogue works in the workplace or not.

1 ‘d like to offer some observations about the strengths and wcakncsscs  of this utopian
mocic  of (iiscoursc based on my own cxpcricrms  as a trained facilitator of teams and
discussion groups, as an operator of an upwar(i conml]nication systcm called Dialogue,
and as an observer of what 1 will sLlggcst  arc instances of [iialogic communication in my
workplace--NASA’s Jet Propulsion I.aborat ory. 1 hope that my examples will illustrate
some of the conscqL]cnccs  of dialogue in my workp]acc,  which 1 wil i argue arc beneficial,
not without problems, and not fLdly understood.

Introduction
Tilcrc arc many pressures facing JPl~ (the l~ab),  which has been in a downsizing mode
since 1992. The 1.ab is a NASA center, charterc(i  with unmanned (the politically correct
term for this is now “Llnpilotc(i”)  planetary space exploration. 1,ikc other NASA centers,
the l~ab has felt the effects of the public’s disenchantment with bearing the costs of an

1



.

expensive space program. The ~hld War environment in which NASA thrived is over--we
won Ihc race for space and we’ve been (o nearly all the planets. in addition, earth-orbiting
tclcco]~lllll]lliciitiolls  has bccomc a booming market--otlm  indLlstric.s  arc now making
spacecraft and have become NASA’s compct itors. There was a rcc.cnt  memo widcl y
circulated in NASA suggesting playfully that we ought to downsiz,c  the solar systcm--
Mcrcury  and Venus arc rcdL]ndant,  Neptune unintcxcsting,  and Pluto just too far away.
Downsi~,ing at the 1.ab is a rcalit y. As the result of a NASAwi(ic “zero-base” s[udy, the
1,ab has been rcclucsted  to cut its 6000 work forcc in half by the year 2000.

‘Ilc I,ab has [O change and is now strLlggling  with how to talk about doing so. in 1993,
cmployccs  identified co]lll]]L]llic:ltioll  with top managcnmt  as among the most
unsatisfactory aspects of the Lab. Based on a 1.abwidc  sLirvey, employees made clear to
managers that they wantc(i  more accountability for decisions affect in.g them, including more
information on the criteria upon which decisions were ] nadc. lhnployccs also sent a strong
message [hat they wanted more influcncc in the.se decisions.

Dialogic  communication practices evolved at the 1,ab in a number of formats, inducting
Town Hall meet ings, open door policies, process-i mpmvcmcnt  teams, management by
walking around, IIirec[or’s lunches, skip-level mcctinp,s, cmail  discussion groups, and
other innovations. 1 want to focus on four of these, three of which 1 llavc played an active,
cnab]cr’s role in in.’ Two of thcm arc fi~cc-to-fiacc,  and two arc co]lll>l]tc]-]llc(li:  itc(12. q’hc
ForLln)  is a 1.abwi(ic cmail  bulletin board, and JPL Dialt)gLlc  is an ctmi] upward
co]l]l]ll]]]iciltioll  system opcratccl by me. 1 will also discuss process-il]]l~rovc]]~cllt team
discourse, and the Strategy Dialogue sessions that followed in the wake of the Laboratory
Director’s Strategic l’]an. (1 will set the context and note the unintended consequences of
that final forum and JLmic Walker will expand on my analysis in her accompanying
paper.)

The 1,ab underwent a TQM education program in 1991, where c.mployccs were first
introduced to the concepts of cmpowcrmcnt,  including constrL]ctivc  criticim. in 1993, the
same consulting company hirccl to develop the Lab’s TQM progam was broL]ght back to
retrain 1A managers in “new leadership” prinicip]cs.  ‘Jihc program was based
fLl]~(l;i]~]cl]t:~lly  on the work of Peter Scngc  and included a component on the importance of
dialogue. 3 Gabricl]c Ganswindt,  a consL]ltant, dcvclopcd  the seven principles of dialogL]c
taught to managers, based largc]y  on the work of lssacs (SCC 0111, 1994). Here arc hcr
seven pri ncip]cs:

(1) Speak for yourself
(2) Build  upon what has been said
(3) 1 ,istcn --> rcal]y listen
(4) BC aware of your own response to what is bcin!, said and sit with it for awhile

‘ ] k]gar Schcin has suggested that one ]earns  best about organ imlions whcm onc is acli vel y i nvo]vcd  in
helping to solve Ical problems in thcm ( 1991, 247).
2 As 1 arguc(l  in my disscrtat  ion (Nelson, 1994), following IIakhtin,  dialogic  cotll]l~tlt~ica[iotl dots not
necessarily mean people sitting in a circle in a mom, I;or llakhlin,  what constitutes dialogue is two or
more people speaking abou[ the same subject from cliffcring pcrs})cc[ivcs,  and this dots not necessarily have
to occuI’ in [hc same space/time. ] think any of us who arc fluea[ with emai] arc aware of its trcmcadous
potential fur building rclat ionships anti communit  its. (1 nctecd, had Jacques I)crrida been sit (ing in the room
at lCA listening to IIill  lssacs talk about ciialoguc,  hc nlight have pointccl out the phonoccntrism  and “cult
of prcscncc” implicit in many of lssacs’  tenets.)
3 As Stan l>cctz has noted (1 995), there is no dirth of’ mc[hocis an(l mxicls  for (icmocratic  c{)]lll~]t]l]ic:itior].
Similar paradigmatic listings arc offered by Issacs (1 993), Schwa] L (1994), and by Cissna and Anderson
( 1 994), among otilcrs.
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(5) sLlspcnci  Ccrlaint  y
(6) 1 hcourage disconfirming  information
(7) I;OCUS m inqL]iry  rather than acivocacy

.

I have coded the discourse that follows based on these ]winciples. The coding (+1) for
instance means that the st atcmcnt follows the princi >Ic of speaking for oneself and the

‘/coding (-1 ) means it does not follow that principle. Does ciialogic discoLu-sc  at the lab live
LIp to these pl”incip]es?  ] don’t think so. Dots it work anyway? Maybe,

JPI. l~orum
“]’hc JP1. I;OrLml, an internal l.abwidc cmail  bul]ctin board, has been operating since 1993.
It averages anywhere from 10 to 30 messages a day, cicpcn(iing  on if (here is a hot topic
going.  ‘1’he policy of the l;OrLml  is posted regularly an(i st:itcs  that it is for 1.ab business
On]y,s but common postings incl L]dc scarchcs for vanpoo] ancl softball league members,
lost an(i found items and pets ncc(iing honm,  till]lc)L]rlcc]llcllts  of col nputcr components
awii lablc or wanted, and other uscfL]l shared information. Rcccntl  y there has been both a
technical (iiscmsion about how to fix the Galileo  spacecraft’s high-gain antenna and
whether or not the Cia]ilico  project people should have Ilcen given special parking privileges
by n]anagcmcnt.  It is my imprcssjon  and the j]npression of others that the ForLm~  is widely
read though wc have no numbers to back this. ‘l’he FOI Lm was anonymous when it first
slar[cd  but fear of the potential for being sued (iuc to the possibly libelous material that
began appearing on it prompted 1.ab managcnm(  to shi ft the policy to at tributablc post ing.
Nonetheless, the l~orum has remained a controvcrsjal  aild contcs[ab]c  arena for open
observation ancl assessment of lab policies and management decisions.

What is most interesting to me about the Forun] other t]lan  its actu:il  ciiscoL]rsc  is top
management’s silence cm it an(i about jt. Only one project leader  and t hc TQM
admi nist rat or regular] y respond on the Forum. None of the E;xccut  ivc Gunci  1 members
post on the ForL]nl nor will they admit to reading it. ThLls the management questions and
criticisms raised on the Forum go largely unanswered.[) 1 think jt js i]nportant to note that
the l;orum is thL]s a somewhat illegitimate co~lll]ll]~~icali{)ll  channel all[i the perception 1 and
others have is that it is unvalLIc(i as a source of conlnmlication or feedback and simply
“t olcratcd” by management.

‘1’hc 1 ~orum  had two interesting recent dialogues going (m: one was about a new same-sex
partners benefits policy that drew a heated debate and a wide r:ingc of responses. Here’s
an example of onc intcraction:7

> (lots and LOTS deleted) (-2)
>
>hHY, has Cal t ech-JPL chosen to deny t.ha t hct erosexual  unmarried couples
>have exact] y the same feelings and needs a,<: marr.i ed couples, and gay

4 l’rincip]c (4): IIC aware  of your own response to what is being said and sit wi[l[ it for awhile, is difficult to
cmlc in cmail interaction, hut from  my cxpcricnccs with lJroccss-i  t]~J~ro\~c]l~etlt discourse, as well as the
alnount 0{ “flaming” that occurs on the Iioram,  1 will tnakc the claim that it rawly happens.
s ]; OI’LIm ]’o]icy: ~]sc d this forum must  be appropriate for govei Ilmcnt pt”opct[y (J1’],  business only) and
obsclvc the rights of olhcrs  (no dcfamatim  or harassmcat).
6 AtKl for this mason many of thcm arc passed oa to mc as J1’1, l)ialoguc  questions, where they will rcccivc
an allswcl’ through a Illo(lcralcd  Ctlann cl.
71 have shor[encd some of these postings where indicated ia br:icke(s  but have Icf{ ia grammatical, spelling,
ancl syntax crmrs. The carets  in the left margia inclicatc tha~ material has been copied from a previous
posting.

3



.

>couples?  (-1) Doesn’t Caltech-JE’L have the same r~sponsibility  to
>them that it has to the married and gay co[lples?

Are gay marriages legal? I’m not sure, but .7 don’t thil~k SO. IMHO, if
I’m right, then I LJPL’s being
you’re griping
(Lvigll[llure)

(New ICSPO1lSC:)

My question js
occur at all?
of abuse. How

‘s legitimate,

this: Why has
The new policy

very
( + 7 ;

this
just

reasonab~le here; if I’m wrong, then
+5) though still verbose. (-2; -4)

new benefits policy been allowed to
opens a ~jandora ‘s box for all sorts

can we prove that one person is truelv cle~endent u~on. .
another for their health c:are insurance if ihere’s no legal contract
(i.e. marriage)? Do we send investigators (,ut to the person’s home to
see if they’re really livjng together?? Or, do we interview friends of
the candidates to see if they’ve truthfully responded to the
requirements??? (-5; -6)

From a moral point of view, I am really dis]llayed by these reforms. By
promoting these policies, our workplace is <mcouraging a life style that
flys in the face of traditional ethical and moral values held by
Christian and most other religions. l’his is truely a reflection of the
breakdom of the tradiditional family unit, and the erc~sjon of the
morality of our society. What’s next?! (,signat:ur~) (-1; -5; -7]

(New response, repeating the previous pmtjng ancl ending with):
>What’s next?!

Theocracy? (+2; +7)

‘1’hc thread ] want to focus on in more depth concerned the annual raise, which was actually
thcfirstsincc  1993.8 q’l]ctl]rca(l  gcl]cr:itccl  ]llo]cl~osti]lgs thalllll:ivc  ]c)o]llt orc~>rodl]cc
here, ‘I’llcdi:ilogL]  cbcgtill  wi[htltis ~>osti]~g:

I want. to return my raise (and that’s puttilg it mildly and politely)!
I worked in this institution for thirteen y<ars. 1- am very happy with
the task I am given
with me. I like the
not, however, think
conrnensurate  with .
much of anything.

an opportunity to managcj.  I ljke tl]e people
people I work for. l-n .sI]ort,  1- like nly job.
that the compensation I am being offered is

In fact, I don’t think it has anything to

who work
I do

do with

I am pretty well educated, I am quite able, have e~rcrjence, I consider
myself to be a professional, AN1-.T DON’T THINK THAT;  [a.mount”deleted  by
me] PER HOUR INCREAS13 IS SOMETH3NG  I C:AN PO;:SIBLY BY ,5A1’JSFI13’D  WITH! ! !

Again, I think of my custc~mers, and ask mys<lf if they are happy with my
performance? Well, they say they are. Is my line management unhappy with
me? NO they say quite the opposite, they arc qite p]~~s~d.  IS my chosen
field not part of the “core capabilities”? Fiell, 1“ have graduate degrees
in Pro]’ect: Management and in Engineering. Tl,e field seems to be all

'T`tlcl)irect{Jr l]]:i[~date(l:i () YOraise l>olicyit]}JY 1994, al~lol~gst  c,tl]cr rc:t$ot~s,  a\:lj>tlblic  gcstllre
acknowklgiag  NASA’s leaner times. Nonetheless, claims by ct)iployces that .II’1.  salaries are below
industry avcragc  arc not substantiated by bcnchmarkd  ata froth  JI’1.  c{)ll~l>cl~s:it  ic)t~ stadics. ] do not mean to
imply hcrc that at]ycl:litlls ll~:i(le itltt]is cxcl~:itlgc:trc  ~]cccss:ltily factual oltba[  l.:ibet)~I>l[)yccsas:l  whole
am underpaid.
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right. So why is it, that. people who p] an ( o have me work on their
tasks always assume that my base sala~~ is ilt least 30% higher then it
actually is? And I always feel ashamed when I tell thel[l. They think my E
level [job ranking] should be a couple of notches higher also.

When I plan other peoples labor hours (I have been managjng tasks for
ten years) I find no correlation between ab:i’lity and salary either. (I
have no doubt that I am not the only cme in this pradjc!arnent.)

My friends from school are all making more ]Iloney  then 1 do. [. . .] What
is wrong with this picture?

If JPL salaries were capped at 20k per year. That’s it. Take it, or
leave it. I might take it, but then 1 wouldn’t be ashamed. I’d say that
I am an idealist, I like my job, I am making an inportant contribution
to something I believe in, and 1 feel good ~ibout  it..

Well, I don’t feel good about it now! And I don’t think khat [a larger]
per hour increase would have made much diff<,rence.  [. . .]

Well, Ladies and Gentlemen, 1“ can count, (1 even have ti Math degree) and
THERE IS NO WAY IN HELL I CAN EVER BE PROM09’ED  G1~N lTIE CUKRE3’Zl’  SYSTEM!

So, I want to, respectfully, decline the generous rajs~ from this
institution. And until my salary is properly evaluated and EXPLAINED to
me, along with a description of a possible ~~romot~’on path, I would
prefer to continue receiving my FY 94 rate.

I hope, that my action would be viewed as a civil prot~st. from a loyal,
and dedicated emlployee.  Maybe the money could be spent on further
beautifying the Mall area by poring more concrete. [Anc>ther controversy]
Thanks for hearing me out, and please, let Ille know your opinion.
Sincerely, (signature) (+1; +6; -7)

(Rcspcmsc)
Bravo !
Last year my group supervisor and I calculated how much longer it would
take me to get to E-5, having been an E-4 for 2 years already. Assuming
that I continued to get above average raise:, and was close to the top of
the ranking, it would only take 12 MORE yea~s! Sooooc~, I should finally
get that cherished promotion about the time I get laid off because the
Cassini mission is finished.
(signature) (+1, +2; -7]

(Response)
As a 40-year JPL enployee, I have learned long ago t.c~ cljsregard
conlparisons to wl~at people make in other conpanies  . . .c~r even
other FFRK’s. I work here because I enjoy working here.

I balance out my JPL work with involvement in many other outside
activities: home, church, hiking, bikjng,  ski club. When I feel
unappreciated at JPL, I focus on something (lse.

Pollyanna? Head-in-the-sand? Maybe so. But I’m not suffering
any anguish over the amount of my raise. Life’s too short!
(sjgnature) (+1; - 2 ;  - 7 )
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(RCS]XMISC)
Dear [...],

Please donate your entire year’s salary to (he raise pc)ol. From what you
say your amazing sense of self-worth can only increase as your salary
decreases. Life may be too short but mine has many bills that will take
a long time to pay. The cost of living continues t-o rise, you know. You
may have been here 40 years and sinply succumbed to the “only a little
while longer to retirement.” mentality. You n)ay want. t.o hurry as Section
090 [outplacement- services and benefits for laid c)ff employees] mn’t
last much longer and you may not be able to cash in this “benefit” that
may well disappear.

When you donate your salary we will arrange> for CVE of Lhose nice
NASA/LJPI.  laser printer awards and a ceremony on the steps of 180
[Director’s office]. That should nicely off:tet the angllish you might
feel over no raise at all. I am sure that lf~ose Who Determine Raises
will be appreciative of your stiff upper lill.

Cheers! (-1, -2, -4, +5, -6, -71

(Rcsp(msc)
Seems to me the the 2 vie~oints on the issue can be determined by their
answers to the question “When did you buy y(mr hOUSe?”
(signature) (+1; +2, +6)

(Rcspollsc)
To all those who wish to return their raise::. I would be more than happy
to accept your goodwill and raises. 1 ’11. ac(:ept cash, checks or money
orders - no problem! ! ! SMILE! (-2; -3;)

(Rcspmsc)
Just for grins, here’re the salary ranges gleaned from the job
employment listings from before and after the recent raises. [ . . . ]

The increase in about every case rounded to the neare:-:t.
tenth is] [...]% How’d yOU do?
(Signature) (+2)

(Rcspmc)
I’ll risk sounding like Pollyanna. 1“s anyone out there glad they have a
~’ob? I have seen many fellow exnployecs lose their ]’ob.s through
downsizing and reorganization. Some c~f these ]’obs simply went away.
Many people with more years of service than I have were victims of
layoffs. I had to layoff three employees. $’sinful! 1 would be willing to
bet that anyone of them would have acceptec~  a small raise in order to

keep f-heir jobs. (+1; +6)

What we all need to do is be thankful we have a salary and a job. I
think it’s time to see how innovative, creative, and responsible we can
be to make JPL work more efficiently and effectively. When times get
tough. . . . . whining is not the answer. It’s time to show what we are made
of.

I think one major thing has been forgotten here - if Your situation here
at JPL, is not to your liking, you always have the option to do something
else. No hard feelings, no bitter words, just CHOOSE another path for
your life and make the best of it. None of us are forcecj to be here.
(-1; -2; -5; -6; -7]

6



(Rcspmlsc)
In am afraid I must respond to several rece~lt postings from people who
suggest that the best way to deal with problems in the workplace (the
one I very much like) by finding another pl~lce of emplc>~ncmt,  or keeping
quiet. Especially, I am concerned about one recent. posting because our
perspectives are so very different. (+1.; 12; +4)

[ . . . repeat of PP2 above]

I am perturbed for a number of reaso~is. Fir;,t of all, it seems to me
that exrrployees,  no nratter what they say, do not “whine”. Z’hey may voice
concerns, they might make suggestions, they could protest, but they do
not whine!

Secondly, I am troubled by the attitude whi(h, in the past, lead to
cases of unfair J’ob practices, unhealthy wo~-k environrncmts,  open
discrimination, and unreported sexual harasf~ment (“be thankful you have
a salary and a ]“ob” and don’t whine) .

Finally, I am not at all convinced, that fe;~r of loosi~lg ones job due to
restructuring leads enployees to being nrore effective and efficient
contributors to the changing organization. (+3; +5)

[ . . . repeat of PPI above]

I very much appreciate the hardship and pain of loosing ones job (14
years ago I was in a similar predi.carnent wh<m all ewplcjyees,  of the
conlpany I worked for, were terminated a day after a cc~rporate  merger).
At the same time, I am afraid that the fear of a layc~f”f due to
“rightsizing” might possibly motivate these employees to put up every
stumbling block (often thinly veiled) to an>r attempt tc] make the
organization more efficient.

In the technical divisions, we put ourselves at risk of layoff every
time we contribute to making the prol’ect  we are wcjrk.ing on “faster,
better, cheaper”. (If we were to make it slower and mc,re expensive our
jobs would be secure for longer periods of time, at. least until we all
go out of business).

I want to be a part of a different future f<m JPL, an organization which
is able to attract, motivate, and retain th< best work force available.
These people should not be afraid of losing their ]’obs:, they can &

snapped up by any of our competitors any tin!e the-y want . Only, 1“
would~’t like them to want to leave. 1 hope, they stay. 1 also hope they
will succeed in preventing this organization from bcc”cmring  an arcane,
stagnating, potentially sick and abusive bureaucracy, which can easily
be created by those who are just thankful 03- luck-y to !iave a salary and
a job. (signature) (+1; -7]

(Rcspollsc)
Very well said... (+2, -7)

(Rcs]mlsc)
>“Very well said . . . “?

Was it? I don’t think so! It was unfair and untrue, the original
message didn’t say anything that could remotely lead o~le to believe that
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someone thankful to have a ]“ob and thankful for their raise is leading
up to telling people to keep quiet about ]’ol~ discrimination or keep
people from not reporting sexual harassment!

Talk about a healthy work environment! (-1;  -2; +3; -5; -6; -7)

(~CSPOJISC)
I must admit to being startled by a woman WI1O says, “Cjf course we are
being treated fairly. We all equally have the right t-o walk if we think
things are better elsewhere. “ Did Anita Hill’s “right. to walk”
constitute fair treatment under Clarence Thomas?  [. . .1

“Take it or walk” is such an unproductive attitude, and
contributes to the cause of problems. When a time we l~o longer hear
complaints, is the time we close off the g,ltes. (-2; -7)

(Response)
I think we can agree to disagree - I stand I>Y my statclnent,  I think the
response was unfair and untrue in this irlst?mce. Had the respondent
simply stated that they were concerned about employees, under the
current circumstances, being afraid tcj make waves by complaining etc. I
would have respected the message as an opinion period. TO go through
another message and attribute motivation and attitudes that were not
stated is, in my opinion, unfair. Bottom line I have t3_OUble with
misusing another person’s message to make? a point.
(+1; -2; +4; -6; -7)

(Response)
Since shortly after I arrived at JPL, I have heard the story about a
previous ALD [Assistant Lab Director] who claimecl that compensation is
only needed to retain quality workers. If the cc~mpensat.ion was not
sufficient people would vote with their feet. Count. mine as one vote.
I am leaving JPL and the primary reason is the lC>W salary level which I
had at JPL. (+1)

[ . . . ] If nly one vote counts for anything, this is my challenge to JPL
manage~nen t. You must pay people what they are worth. Y’rying  to match
an offer from another company is too late. Adding [.. .]% per year is
not sufficient. Relying on a re-evaluatiol~  of the salary structure that
will take 2–3 years if it ever works is waiting to long. I honestly
believe that the sections know who are the underpaid high achievers and
the overpaid low achievers. Provide the ~esources to the sections to
get the high achiever’s salaries in line with their wc)rth. Require the
sections to reduce the ovezpaid. If the sections management can’t or
won’t sign up to these responsibilities, r<pl.ace thcm with managers who
will. No matter what system is in place, it all starts with managers
who have the guts to reduce the salaries of those who are not propelling
us into the next century. (-1; -5; -7)

Mine is one vote. If JPL, management does ~]ot. fix this problem quickly,
mine may just be the first of many. Good luck and t.hmk you for 5 good
years.
(signature) (-7)

(Rcsp(msc)
H i y a  [ . . . ] !
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[ . . . ] The sad thing is I really think manag(,ment  could care less about
who quits as engineers are ~“ust another comr[lodity slated for Just In
Time methods. As long as they can manage programs and contractors, your
bosses won’t feel any threat to their security if you c~it. One
contractor I know here is making [. . .]/year because ail of the good JPL
talent quit the group he is working for. whr~t really mat~ers to your
boss is his SCHEDULE. The big Kahuna here at JPL is MIIL’STONES. Until
yoLl learn those words you will never make it here. 8’ (
(-1; +2; -5; -7)

I wish you well in your new employment., you have a far more positive
attitude than the complacent folks who expl~lin  how they are so used to
being mistreated that they “Don’t worry” ancl admonish you to “Be Happy!”
as they leave at 3 pm to go to their 1970’s mortgaged l~ome. You are
right that this place has a lot of truly wonderful l’ob situations, but
like a bad marriage, either you get both paj-ties to serk counseling or
you initiate a divorce.

. (signature) (-1; -6; -7]

(Response)
I would be interested in knowing how many of you know people who have
been working for a company for a long periocl of time ar~d are completely
satisfied with all aspects of their employmmt. Newly hired people are
usually quite satisfied with their salaries because they are usually
making more than they did on their previous job. However, after a
number of years, they begin having the same complaints as everyone else.
I have worked for a number of years at varic,us corpanie.s  [. . .] and I’ve
found that generally all employees have com~>laints. ~~~ey may not be
exactly the same, but they complain eventually. And that’s okay because
that can stimulate change. But there is no such thing as an empoyee
eutopia. It’s a matter of what you can live with. We all have our
preferences and our limits. I have seen people accept jobs for lesser
salaries because the work was more rewara’ing and fulfilling; I have seen
people accept jobs for lesser salaries becatlse of the stress and
distance of the day to day commute. 1 have personal friends who have
accepted high paying ]’obs in large profit-bt]sed companies (like some
that have been mentioned) where they were mcme than qualified for the
position, and where the benefits where phenc)menal,  etc. , but the stress
was great and created health problems, and the competition among
enployees created a backstabbing environment , the commute took them away
from their families, and they later decided that the n!cmey was J’ust not

. worth it. I have seen them leave JPLt and r<turn.

I’m not sure I made a point here or nc~t. 1 certainly hope that I have
not offended anyone. (+1; -2; -3; +5; -7)

(Rcspmc)
Having just read several weeks of forum posts, I think that the biggest
barrier to communication on the forum is th~lt we fail to be tolerant of
differing opinions. Instead of understandi]lg  that pec]ple have different
exeperienc es, viewpoints, perceptions and v~ilues,  there tends to be a
belief that there exists one universal truth. And if you don’t hold
that truth to be self-evident, look out. 1 think that all of us could
benefit from keeping the discussions focuse<l on the issues and not turn
the~n into personal attacks on others.
(signakure)  (+1; -2; +3; +4; -5; -6; -7)
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As can be mm, only one member of this discussion self-identified as a 10W-1CVCI manager.
No managers responded to the complaints, challcngcs,  and qumtioms raised in this
discussion. Now Ic1 us see what happens in another cnlail forLlnl  wkrc employees arc
“gLlarantccd”  a vxponsc  from managers,

JI’L Dialogue
J]’], I>ialogLlc  is a relative] y new, primarily email coll~ll~Llllic:iticJ1~  channc] that was
dcvc]opcd  by a problem-solving team in response to the l.abwidc dissatisfaction with
upward communicant ion channels rcporlc(i  in the 1993 survey. Employees cmai 1 a question
or concern to a moderator, who assigns it to a manager or process owner,  receives the
response, and posts it on a l.abwidc electronic bLdlctin  lmarci.  Only the moderator can
assign qLlcrics  and post the qL1erics and answers on the bLdlctin  board. 1[ is not sLwprising
tha( many queries begin on the ForLm~ and are sent to the Dialogue system so that they will
gc( a response from management. The DialogLlc systcn i receives about 10-15 qLlcrics a
week. To date, topics an(i issLlcs  are similar to those voiced on the JkmLml.  One very
popular topic is the 1,ab’s environment, including questions and concerns aboLlt recycling
and excessive paper usc and the valL]c added of new constrLlction  work. The following is
one such thrcacl  aboLlt  the Mars Yard, a test site for an all-terrain vchiclc that will be landed
m Mars. ‘l’he Mars Yard construction was stepped up so that it would be ready in time for
the 1.ab’s scnli-annLlal  open 11 OUSC.  There is of[cn quite a bit of dialog,Llc  that goes on
before a respondent is foL!nd and the response is fina]i~cd,  as this cxchangc  shows.

(Initial  query, also posted on the ForLml)
A week ago there was a young, vigorous, and beautiful t en--foot high
jacaranda tree growing two feet inside the fence at. t h~ new Mars Yard,
just northeast of the Library. Over the weekend, t hat tree was
chainsawed an inch from the ground. lhere is nothinq left. I’d like to
find out what the irresist abl e burning necessity was t c, destroy that
tree. Mars Yard is, after all, on.1 y a play yard fcm Open House. We ‘ re
not talking national securi ty here, and the Arroyo has served qui te well
in the past for testing rover– type vehicles. If pure air] ess -planet
authentic ty is needed, wi 11 the chain link and barbed wire fence be
removed also ? How about the adjacent pine t rees ? J1OW about the
ad]’scent buildings? What reasoning, if any, went into this decision?
In every 1 ikelihood,  that tree would have b<en around after the youngest
present employee of LJPL had 1 ong ret i red. ] ‘erhaps eve~i 1 onger than i t
will take to accomplish the first human lan(ling 011 Mars. Now there is
nothing. And for no sensible reason. Keep cut t ing trees down, and Mars
Yard is what Planet Earth is going to look like. (-1.; -5; -6; -7)

(To Stephanie [ . ..].Grounds  Maintenance groL]p supervisor, from the ‘1’QM administrator
[who has a fondness for diminuitivcs])
Steffi e, this does not sound like a decisio]l you’d make, and I’m
wondering if it was accidental, the result of a miscommunication
of some kind. Hope all is well with you -- (signature) (+1; +2; +3;
+4 ; +6; +7)

(]’rom Stephanie [...], also  posted on the F“orLInl)
Whoever re~noved the tree did so without consulting me or- anyone in the
Grounds Maintenance Group. I don’t know why it was cut down, but I ~
investigating. I am hurt and angry both pe~-sonally arid professionally
by the unnecessary destruction of a beautiful living thing. The youth,
health and size of the tree made it a good <andidate f-or successful
relocation. Respect for the environment be<~ins here with each of us.
(+1; +2; +4; -5; -6; -7)
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(Joint rcspcmsc to ( 1 ) Mars Program Director and (2) S(cphanic from ‘1’QN4 aclminis[rator)
[ . ..]. 1 just had a call from St.epharj.ie [...], who i.~ supervisor
of Facilities Ground Maintenance Group and (he indjvjciual  with whom
I’ve exchanged the messages below. She’s al:~o LJPL’s one and only
landscape architect and a person who c:reate::  a lot of beauty at JPL
for all of us to enjoy. It:’s about the tree cut down ill Mars Yard.

She tells me they do not know who killed th<’ little blue jacaranda
but are asking themselves if the tree was i~lterferjng with the Mars
Project in some way, perhaps resulting in s(~me enterprising Martian
taking an axe to it? If so it was a crime bc,cause the Grounds Group
would gladly have moved the tree. It was yo[lng enough to transplant.

I asked her whom she worked with to place r<~cks in the Mars Yard and
she said [. . .], but he wouldn’t do that and is her neighbor to boot. She
feels timid about approaching you -- 1 assul-ed her that 1 don’t think
you’ll stand for it if someone on the Mars ~mogram has destroyed JPL
property and will prefer she talk with you. She’s still feeling a bit
anxious so I said I’d message you. Her number is [. . .] (signature) (-1;
+2 ; +5; +6; +7)
-----———————————— _______
Stef -- I too love the blue jacks and surel~~ hope you’re able to learn
what caused the action to be taken (particularly while you were away)
so the problem can be prevented from recurring. Can another young tree
be obtained to replace it? I would bc glad to fund its procurement to
restore a living thing. That’s important., if you want. jt done.
(signature) (+1; +2; +3; +4; +7)

(1’rom Mars Program Manger)
[ . . . ] - 1 have NOTHING to do with the Mars Yard. It is part of the
rover technology program. Please address gllestions  t.c> [. . .]
(signature) (-2)

(From the Rover Technology manager)
Stephanie:
lhe MarsYard was sponsored by my office (Rol)otics and Mars Exploration
Technology of TAP) to provide a large outdo~m-  test: area jn which to
conduct simulated technology experiments in support. c)I” future Mars
missions (It should be ready by Open House). I had not. been informed of
any issue regarding a Jacaranda tree and am unaware of who/how it was
taken down and along with you, consider it ~-egrett:able.  1 would join
with [the T’QM administrator] in sponsc)ring  >-eplacewlent  trees at some
appropriate site, and will discuss the matt<r at cwr next. staff meeting
to avoid having it happen again in the futu>-e. (signature)

(Fron~ the Rover  Technology manager to me for postin!, to the Dialogue  bLdlctin  board in
rcspcmscthcthc  originalqucry)
Your concerns over the removal of the jacar<inda tree lcjcated within the
Mars Yard are well founded. It was an unfo)-tunate decision made on the
spur of the moment to expedite construction, and all those involved, in
hindsight, expressed deep regret about. the .fncident. and assure us it
will not happen again. The Grounds Maintenance Group should have been
involved, and I know would have been happy to safely relocate the
jacaranda had they been consulted. lhe Program Offic:e has offered to
try to provide resources t.o allow for plant.fng something suitable which
will serve to brighten our environment and lxing this cliscussion to a
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positive conclusion. I suggest we’ll all be better off now if we
consider this as an unfortunate situation not to be repeated.
(-1; +2; +3; +6; -7)

(From Stephanie to the sender of the orjgina] query)
[ 1:. . .
I think we have good resolution of a regrettable mistake. Hopefully,
it will never happen again and sometfling go<)d has t:ake~] root. Many
thanks for your first Mars Yard post. [. . .] Stephanie (-1; +2; +3;
+4; -7)

(J;rom lhc original inquirer to Stephanie)
My idea of a good resolution is the miscrea~~t nailed t.o a cross planted
in the middle of Mars Yarcl during open hous(. With a sign on the cross
saying “This is what happens to people who (wt trees down for no good
reason “. Worked for generations of Catholic school kick, and it. works
for me. (+1; -2; -3; -5; -6; -7)

As :i]>ostscri]>t,  tllc j:lc:tr:lll(la  trccdccidcd  no(totakc  nofor all:tl)swelatl(illas  rcsprouteci
and isnow aboui afooi  [all. It iscnc]oscci in white plas~ie  so that it will not interfere with
tl]clc:tlisll~o  ftllcMaI"st  crr:iills  illlLll:itiorla  ndit sccms(obc  thriving.

l%occss-lmprovcmcnt  Teams
"~llcllcxt  twodialogic  col~ll~lllllicatiol~  forullls arc facc-to-ficc, q’hcfirst  sctofcollllllcllts
are general examples and impressions stemming from ]Ily observations as a process-
improvcmcnt tcanlfi~cilitator.  Af[crattcndingan  initial week-lorlg tl”~lil~ing progra~llfrol~l
the same consulting company who cievclopui  the TQM training and ncw leadership
programs, 1 have been f~cilitating  for more than 3 years and have ]lliit)y hundreds of hours
ofcxpcrjcncc  f:icilitating over IOtcams. Myol>sclvati{J1  lsarcs Ll]>l>ol”[cdb  yJLl:il~ic
Walker’s disscrtat ion research on ]~loccss-illlprovclllcllt teams at the 1,ab, in which she did
a CIOSC discoLlrsc  analysis (Walker, 1994).

Process-ij~l]~rovclllcllt teams at the I.ab have a g,cncrally  bad rcputat  ion, primari  1 y for taking
(OO lotlg to arrive at a result, and then for not fine-tuning new processes once they arc
implcmcntcd. A bevy of “quick fix” process-illlpro~’c~~lc~~t teams were char[cred  by top
management in response to key 1993 survey-identified problems, and these “quick fixes”
took an average of 2 years to put into place (and some have never been implemented).
common  complaints arc that teams spcnc] too much time trying to decide what to work on,
and that the conscnsLIs  model of teamwork leads to a slow and agonizing “two steps
forward, one step back” method of progress. q’here are also the common problems of
gctt ing busy people who have other priorit ics into a rooln a crit ical  enough percent age of
time for team continuity. Team members 1 have facilitated often show clear signs of
boredom or frust rat ion at lengthy discussions needed to l-wing all members Llp to speed or to
clucjdate  all team members’ views, Revjcwing  and intcrprctins  material as a team also
takes a great deal of time. Varying levels of commitment to the team and availability to take
on work outside of meetings js also a common issue. When, in the spit-jt  of representing
all sides of the process, varjous stakeholdcrs  arc invited to be members, there arc often
power st rLlgglcs and dea(ilocks  as members fight overt urf and authority. My overall
cxpcrjcncc as a f~ci 1 it ator js that there is often a palpable sense of frLM rat ion in the room by
the cnci of meetings, and that this frL1stration  is more likely to bc voicc(i an(i challcngeci as a
way of working than in traditional hcirarchica]  meetings.

Other ciifficL1ltics  wjth process-improvement teams hav{ less to do with a team’s discourse
and more with its “container” or “field, ” in lssacs’s tcrlns. It is one thing to try as a
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facilitator to make possib]c  a safe h:ivcn for (cam mm lbers to “speak the Ll(mosl  syllable of
their convictions” (Emerson, 1926), bLN teams rarely operate in a politically free and (never
in) a power free environment. Outsi~icrs  who will be affected by (}1c outcomes of
tc;imwork  pressure the team for information and f~vo] itism. Mang,crs  often b:ivc other
agendas in mind when they char(cr  [cams--in the case. of two teams 1 facilitate now, one
was apparently chartcrcd to take sides in an argument bctwccn a m:inager and a subordinate
supervisor about scrvicc  areas that were not self-supporting in rcvcnuc,  while another “re-
organization” team was chattered  by a manager who wanted a less self-implicating reason
to get rid of a troL1blcsonlc  sLlbordinatc  supervisor. q’lic  team and I can eventually uncover
these agendas--often WC]] into the ~~rol~lelll-solvi[l~  process--and I mnsidcr  it part of my
covenant as a facilitator to do so, but my position grants  me limited power to ask tough
questions and ctcmand  honest answers of process owllcrs. 1 rcccntly  told a process owner
that I felt it was unF~ir of him to ask my team to make a difficLdt  and unpopular decision
about downsizing, since as a manager he and his supervisors got p:iid to make those
ctccisions  and were pcrfcct]y capable of doin~, so withoL)t the team’s sanction. I felt this
was my responsibility to the team as its facilitator but he is also my boss, and 1 waited until
my promotion had been signed off by him before having this lit[lc chat.

Un(icr similar kinds of pressures, 1 have seen team mrmbcrs witllho]d information from
onc another, prematurely leak contested options undcl  consideration to those who they
knew would oppose them, dig in their hcc]s and refLlsc to hear other options about issLlcs
that threaten their personal turf or networks, question or undermine my authority or the
authority of the team leader, and, most commonly, express dislike for the process or make
(icprccating  remarks about other team members oLltsidc  of the mccti rigs. A team leader quit
in the middle of the solution phase, discoL1ragcd  that his present management, even thoLlgh
they had char(crcd  the team, would ever implement any changes, let :ilonc the changes
siiggcs[cd by the team. Another team came up with a brilliant so]ir(ion  that was accepted
but has never been implemented by the process owm. After onc (cam member pounded
the table and whittled at a chair with his pocketknife dLlring  a heated cxchangc,  his
opponent asked me if he coLdd  bring his revolver and spin the chamber in the next meeting.
An inspector whose signature was climinatccl  from a rc-dcsigimd  process deliberately held
Lip an approval on a piece of equipmcn( submitted by a member of that rc-engineering team.
A tc:im member who was asked to dccidc aboLlt climilla(ing  l]cr own work area and those of
hcr C1OSC colleagues was silent in meetings but told a ] moccss improvcmcilt  mcthodologist
that wc were nlisLlsillg  the teamwork tools find th~it shc w~is bcin~, “rai]madcd.”  (] had
attempted to cxc]Li(ic  hcr from the team in the first p]zi(’e, argLling that shc should not be pLlt
in the position of climin:iting  hcr own job, bLi( my lec(J1lllllcll(la[ic)l~  was vetoed by the
process owner.)

While team members gcilcrally take pride in and :irc satisfied with their collectively formed
sollitions,  it is a long, slow, labor-i ntcilsivc,  and frustrating process. 1 often fin(l myself
rLinnii~g  a trcmdous  anloLmt of intcrfcrencc  and doing ii lot of strategi~,ing  outside of
meetings in order to get to the place where wc can have prodilctive  intcichanges  once we
get into the room. And finally, while some vc.ry good ancl innowitivc  changes have come
to the I.ab as the result of ]>rocess-il~~l]rovclllcllt  teamwork, some vmy slow, obvious, or
not so great solutions have been generated as WC1l,  and I have yet to scc the incrcascd “bLly -
in” to change that this methodology is pLlrported to cfl’cct.  In other words, the jury is still
out, in my opiilion,  as to whether process-improvcmcilt teams fire more cffcctivc
org:iniz,ationa]  ch:ingc makers. 1 speak here as onc of the most cxpcricnccd  and succcssfLd
f:icilit:itors  wc have at the lab.
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Strategy  Dialogue Sessions
Iiarlicr this year the I.ab Director rolled out his Stra[c\),ic  Plan at a q’c)wn ] lall meeting. The
plan, which hc maintained was driven by our NASA sponsors and the environment,
idcntificct  (cn “change goals.” ‘Ilc Director and the 1.ab’s top managers asked 1.ab
cmp]oyccs  to participate in collective problcm-identification forums which were called
Stra(cgy  Dialogue sessions. I.ab managers had been passing around a video by MIT
consultant Fred Kofman called the Heart of the Learning Org,anizatiorl.  In that video,
Kofman cnticcd viewers to ask one another what “ails” thcm. “J’hc ]mrpose  of the strategy
sessions was similar--lab cmployccs  were given the opportunity  to voice their pain,
frustrations, problems, and suggestions for getting from whc.rc the organization was now
10 where the Director wanted it to be in the future. Each of the ten change goals was
“championed” by onc of the tcn Executive Council managers and facilitated by a trained and
cxpcricnccd  ‘1’QM facilitator (I was one of these faci I i (ators). 1 imployccs  signccl  up
volun(ari]  y for 1-1/2 hour brown bag sessions on the topic or topics of their choice. These
mcc(ings  were WC]] attended and a tremendous amoul]t of data w:is gcncratcd,  some of
which Juanic  has been wrestling with and will tell you more about in hcr paper. We were
askcci  to present the data in a struct urcd format and a t cam was appoi  ntcd to sort the data
into idcntifiab]c  problcm areas or issues. It was tllc I>ircctor’s intention that hc and the rest
of the Lixccu(ivc  council  wou]d then sc]ect the mosl ]wessing  issues and appoint severs] rc-
cnginccring  teams to address thcm. However, a curious thing happened, which 1 call the
I,ab’s crisis of rcprcscntation,9 that causc(i managcmnt  to rethink this selection process.

First, a fcw words about the Dialogue sessions thcmsclvcs.  Our roles as champion and
facilitator were to keep the dialogue focused on the topic, make sum cvcryonc  got a chance
to talk, record what wc were tol(i, and evoke further information if nccdcd. Essentially, we
were there to bear witness to the collective unburdening of cmp]oyccs about what was
holding thcm back at the l~ab,  It is my impression that, while managers were initially
uncomfortable with this process, once they began to understand that they were not
amwcr:iblc for these problems but simply there to cm])athctically  cncouragc  their
expression, they clljoycd  the sessions. According to Sengc’s  taxonomy, these sessions
could bc considered the mos( dialogic  of the discourse I’VC discussed so far, bccausc  their
immediate purpose was not to SOIVC problems but ratllcr to promote open inquiry and
cxplmc dissatisfactions.10

What intcrcstcd  mc most about the sessions was the itlstanccs  that 1 will call “voice.”
~’hcsc were instances when cmployccs  either shared :in opinion ~roundcd  on personal
cxpcricncc  or vented gcncralimd  frustration with nlallagcrs. This in(crcsted  mc bccausc  1
think it got largely lost from the information u!tilnatc]y prcscntccl  based on the way we were
instructed 10 roll it up, but it is my cxpcricncc  that it occurred c]uitc  of(cn in the sessions I
facilitated an(i that it served to incrcasc  conmitmcnt  to (I)c stl-atcgic  plan without concrctc]y
contributing to problcm-solving  activities. Onc example is an old-timer who came to two
of our meetings and insisted that the L,ab nccdcd  to bc run as a “fine anarchy, managed by
walking around. ” This claim was grounded by a dctai]ed  cxposi[ion  of how the Lab had
been run 30 years ago (that it bccamc my job to foreshorten as gracefully as 1 could).
Despite our evident frustrations with the length of this speaker’s expositions, he returned to
the ncx[ session with the same set of s[ories and was (ictcrmincd  to take this opportunity to
tell thcnl (0 LIS again. Without our promptin~,,  persona] expcricncc  was by far the most

‘ Mc:ining (hat, as til~tl]rol~ologists”  have Icard, if you ask SOIIICOIW  to tell you their story, they want to
have a siiy in what gets done with it.
“~ “]t is hcsl to approach dialogue with no result in mid, but M ith the intcnlioil of developing deeper
inquil-y) whcm.vcr il Icads you, . ..l’hc safdy  of ctiatog,uc comes dimclly  fl-om the willingness to toLIch the
(iangcl”olls” (Scngc Ct al., 1994,  375).



of[cn uscct grounding, when grounding was used at all. The other [ypc of comment I heard
fairly often used no grounding and was so general as to bc USCICSS for problcm  solving--yet
it was also an example of voice, and I think it cnhanccd  commitment to change. One
administrator admonished us, “USC common sense, people, just LISC common sense.”
When 1 asked him to specify what hc meant by this, hc replied, ‘just what I said, just use
common sense.” Similar comments included “ncgati\re”  asides hkc “dr’cam  on--it’ll never
happen here.“ These type of comments may seem un]moductivc and easily slip through the
cracks of rcportin  but 1 think they show a lCVC1 of invo]vcmcnt  and comfort of expression
that is important. F

The strategy sessions were also carried out virtually through a ncwsgroup,  and hundreds of
cmployccs  participatccl.  In the sessions and on the ncwsgroup,  employees consistently
cxprcsscd  concern about what was going [o bc done w’ith their input. ovcrwhc]ming] y
(and not surprisingly) they wanted to have a say in wtlat proccsscs  were sclcctcd for rc-
cnginccring.  While the Director of the Strategy program insisted to mc and others that this
was not intended to bc a dcmOCratiC  process and there was not goin~ to bc a I.abwide vote
on which proccsscs  got rc-cngincercd,  eventually mal]agcrs  rcvcrscd thcmsclvcs  and there
was indeed a vote. About  25% of the lab voted and the three proccsscs  chosen for
rccnginccring  were announced at a Town I Iall.12 One of thc]n conccrncci I.ab project
infrastructure but the other two were dccidcdly cmploycc  cmpowcrlncnt  issues-- “growth
an(i assignment of our people” and “ru]emaking.”

Conclusions: Not Quite Ready for Ditiloguc
The outcome of my coding scheme suggests that exemplary principles of dialogue are
rarely followed in dialogic  discourse situations at the I.ab. People often speak for others
rather than solely for themselves, people often negate what has been said by others (or
ignore it), people react without self-examination into the source of their responses, people
bccomc cntrcnchcd  in positions and arc not open to other views, pcop]c  become defensive
about their views when faced with conflictin~  information, and people champion their own
ideas rather than inquire collectively in groups. When wc meet in groups and work in
teams at the lab, I still scc individuals--wanting to be identified, recognized, and affirmed
as such. Dialogue seems most often to bc, more about who wc arc ~~ol and what wc oppose
than who wc arc and where wc stand, Perhaps this is duc to the individualistic paradigm
for learning that technical specialists and scientists arc taugh(, which is to identify a
problcm and come up with a solution on one’s own and then walk into a meeting or design
review prepared to defend the efficacy of one’s solution. ‘1’hc idea of exploring and solving
a prob]cm collectively in a meeting is still very forci.ty to many disciplines rcprcscntcd at
the l-ah (it is ccrtain]y not a paradigm for academics and social scientists either!).

Despite the flourishing of teams at the I.ab, and buy-in from management of Scngc’s adage
that teams, not individuals, arc the fundamental learning unit in today’s organizations
( 1990), the role of the individual remains prominent at the I.ab. I begin to wonder if this
penchant for teamwork in organizations is not some sort of nostalgia for a collective
organizational culture (a nostalgia belied by such collcctivist  god-terms current in
organi~.ational  change discourse as “alignment, ” “integration, ” anti “shared

11 Indcul,  Chris Argyl-is bas argued that “dissatisfaction, low morale, and rqativc attitudes” can play “a
critical role in giving an accurate picture of organizational reality” (1994, 85).
12 ~ Ic)wcvcr,  a,] additiorla]  ~c)llCcrll ~~as cXPreSSC~ at t}lc  Town 1 i ail mcctin~  anti ialcr On tt~c l~~rLln~ ar~d via

JI’1. l~ialoguc that team members and Icadcrs were not reprcscntativc of the ovc.ral I 1 ah population, but
were ratbcr the “same old faces” (white male managers) and a(ilninistrators rather than cicrical and technical
people.
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tllldcrst:it~ditlg’’)--a  yearning for a cohesive culture increasingly un:ittainab]c in today’s
divcrifying  and fluidifying  workplace. ] q And I wonder if organizations aren’t scnc]ing very
mixed messages, Af(cr all, when I look at the want ads, 1 still scc org,:inizations  looking to
hire individuals, not teams!

]n regards to the (iiscoursc  of dialogue itself, I don’t think Ihc 1.ab as a culture is ready to
frame a typical counterclaim thusly: “1 can scc the value in your pcrspcctivc,  especially in
its ability to improve X, yet 1 am uncomfortable with Y aspect of it. 1 ‘crhaps 1 am making
lhc wroJIg assumptions here, but from my perspective as a Z, 1 scc Q, bccausc  of M. can
you scc what’s at stake for mc, and jf so, can you help mc to scc further how your
pcrspcct ivc will impmvc the scenario) ‘VC just attempted to (icscribc?”  While a fcw of us at
J]’l. arc becoming jncrcasing]y  aclcpt  at role-modc]ing this mode of discmmc,  the troops
don’t seem to bc aligning.

Yet something cxcit ing seems to bc happening at the 1.ab that has to (io with voice, with
involvement, wjt h the jnsistcncc  u]mn wjdcr rcprcscnt  at ion and more. prescncc  jn the
(lccisic)l~-lll:lkillg  process, and with a growing sc.nsc of community and responsibility. Wc
seem at the 1.ab to be more comfortable speaking out al mut what we think wc ought to bc
doing. A lot of times thjs talk looks more ljke ZI quarrc], but 1 think it might bc some kind
of a dialogue noncthc]css.
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